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An Usnisa-Vijaya Dbaranit Text from Nepal 


Akira YUYAMA 


QAaMeTET Il 


Prefatory 


There has been very little chance for us to see any of the original Indic texts of the 
Usnisa-Vijaya Dbharani (abbr. UvDh hereinafter) in the Dharani-Samgrahas that are 
known to exist in collections around the world.’ The reason for this is very simple. 
It is difficult and expensive to obtain a large quantity of manuscripts in order to 
examine only a very small portion of such dhéranis. It is hoped that this humble 
article will be the first step for me to further investigate various other Indic 


dharani collections. 


It is very excellent timing indeed that Professor Lokesh Chandra has brought out a 
facsimile edition of a collection of mantra-dharanis.’ Needless to say, it is not at all 
good enough to see only one among many other extant manuscripts. It is probable 
that this manuscript text does in no way represent an authentic Indic version. There 
may be not just a single version but many others. It is therefore worth looking into 
it, at least for me, after having seen some versions in a variety of scripts beyond the 
Indian Subcontinent. As a matter of fact, there are a number of versions transmitted 
particularly in East Asia.’ 


" Cf. e.g. A, Yuyama, Buddhist Sanskrit Manuscript Collections: A Bibliographical Guide for the Use of 
Students in Buddhist Philology (= Bibliographia Indica et Buddbica: Pamphlet Series, 11) (Tokyo: The 
International Institute for Buddhist Studies Library, 1992), ix, 28 p. 

? Karandavyitha and Other Texts. Sanskrit Manuscripts from Nepal. Reproduced by Lokesh Chandra 
from the Collection of Prof. Raghuvira (= Sata-Pitaka Series: Indo-Asian Literatures, CCLXVIID) 
(New Delhi: Sharada Rani / International Academy of Indian Culture, 1981), manuscript folio Nos. 
11a-13a = facsimile folios 332-336 numbered newly by the editor of this book. 


> For various versions see e.g. A. Yuyama (LUBA), “ite FRED MH MAB — COMER 
RAN BGI HS ~ — [Remarks on the Sanskrit Inscriptions on the Bell Kept at the Temple Yeon-bog- 
sa — Dedicated to Professor Yasukazu Suematsu —]”, Ri#“9R [Toyo Gakubo], LXVI, 1-4 (= EKA 
BUF CRG iz 6 0 SEAR EEBSE [Collected Papers in Commemoration of the 60th Anniversary of the 
Toyo Bunko) (1985), p. 325-362 (English summary on p. *13*-*14*). 

Cf. also A-Yuyama, “Die Sanskrit-Texte in Lafi-tsha und tibetischer (Dbu-can) Schrift auf der im 
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This is eloquently attested by a well-known story: that Buddhapali #REYRAI, a 
monk from Kashmir, arrived in Wu-t‘ai-shan 4 3411) in the first year of the I-féng 
{#JR\ era (i.e. 676 CE) and then decided to translate / transliterate the UvDh into 
Chinese. In order to get an original text, he travelled back to his native country and 
returned in the second year of the Yung-ch‘un 7k}# (i.e. 682 CE) to the capital, 
Ch‘ang-an 4%, to start the rranslation / transliteration.* It was at this time that 
this particular Dbarani had become popular and had also been translated / 
transliterated by his contemporaries.’ Buddhapali’s work was, therefore, not exactly 
completed.° 


This account is no doubt true, as we know that. Buddhist translators in China 
always had to face difficulties in obtaining good or better original texts. This story 
tells us that there was no reliable UvD+ text available to Buddhapali, who was thus 
forced to return west. It is possible that there existed some UvDh/ texts which may 
have been corruptly transmitted. In the light of this it is important to consider 
whether corrupted texts had already been transplanted in China at his time. 


There is no doubt that such dhdrani texts become corrupt in the course of 
transmission. One can expect no merit by reciting dhéranis with a wrong 
pronunciation. It was Emperor Ch‘ien-lung #@ (1711-1799, r. 1736-1796) who 
undertook the formidable task of collecting complete sets of dbaranis in 
Manchurian, Chinese, Mongolian and Tibetan. This project began in the year 1749 
CE and was concluded in 1759. The texts in 80 fascicles were printed in 1773. It is 


Jahre 1346 gegossenen Glocke des Tempels Yeon-Bog-jeol in Korea”, Ausgewablte Vortrage - XXIII. 
Deutscher Orientalistentag vorn 16. bis 20. September 1985 in Wiirzburg, herausgegeben von Esnar von 
Schuler (= Zeitschrift der Deutschen Morgenlandischen Gesellschaft, Supplementband X) (Stuttgart: 
Franz Steiner Verlag Wiesbaden, 1989), p. 429-434. - (Yeon-bog-jeol = 3€#H3¥ (Yeon-bog-sa) ] 

A compact but detailed information of the textual tradition and iconographical classification with 
regard to Usnisa-Vijaya is given by Lokesh Chandra, “Comparative Iconography of the Goddess 
Usnisavijaya”, Acta Orientalia Hungarica, XXXIV, 1-3 (Budapest 1980), p. 125-137. 

CE e.g. Hébégirin, Fascicule annexe (new rev. ed. 1978), p. 238a: Butsudabari, s.v. 

> HRA RBGREREJER: e.g. Taisho No. 968, translated by Tu-hsing-i (679 CE): Vol. XIX p. 353al- 
355a5 / Taisho No. 969, translated by Divakara (613-638 CE): Vol. XIX p. 355b17-357a29. 

° Cf. Taisho No. 967: Vol. XIX, p. 349b1-cl3 "HAASRAF¥ , written in the ninth year of the 
Yung-lo 7*k# era (ic. 1411 CE). I would not go into detail about the story, but refer for 
further details to Ryaj6 KANBAYASHI in Genmyé ONO: /|\ 8} XKRDia + HBMRAGR, IX 
(Tokyo 1933, rev. ed. 1964), p. 323b-d: #HARIRBERIER (AHAKIEIS AR), s.v.; 

See further a prefatory introduction ascribed to Chih-ching ma¥ (cf. T. XIX p. 349 fn. 2), 
ic. T. No. 967, XIX p. 349b1-cl9, translated by Etienne Lamotte, “Mafijusri”, T‘oung pao, 
XLVI (1960-1961), p. 86-88 (out of p. 1-96) {= T. XIX, p. 349b2-c3}. — Buddhapali’s Text is 
to be found in: Taisho No. 967: Vol. XIX, p. 349c24-353c22. 
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also fortunate that this important collection has been made available by the wisely- 
directed effort of Lokesh Chandra.’ 


A Version at Chii-yung-kuan and Yeon-bog-sa 


It is a well-known fact that most probably after the fifth year of the Chih-chéng #4 
iE era, i.e. 1345 CE, the most authentic version of this Dhérani was carved into the 
eastern wall of the cave at Chii-yung-kuan JJ BA in six scripts. These scripts are 
in Lafi-stha (Rafija /Rafijana), Tibetan, Phags-pa, Uighur, His-hsia (Tangut) and 
Chinese, the then dominant writing systems in the East Asian area. This must have 
been undertaken under the imperial authority of the Yiian dynasty (1271-1368 
CE).’ 


Further, this very same text was inscribed in Lafi-stha and Tibetan scripts almost at 
the very same time, i.e. 1346 CE, by the Yiian Masters of Arts on a bell hung at the 
Temple Yeon-bog-sa 38 #H5 in Gae-seong Bash, the then capital of the Koryd 
HE dynasty (918-1392 CE) by order of Emperor Ch‘ung-mok-wang ‘Of (r. 
1344-1348). This bell can still be found hanging at the Southern Great Gate of this 


ancient City. 


The fact that the inscription found on the bell at the Yeon-bog Temple was cast in 
the year 1346 CE is significant in the history of Buddhism in East Asia. It is 
interesting to note that both inscriptions read almost exactly the same. As J have 
already suggested in my papers before, it is most probably the version of imperial 
authority both in the Yiian and Koryé dynasties. In my footnotes I cite this version 
as “Yiian-Kory6”, when necessary. 


It is therefore to be much regretted that this version does not seem to have been 
transmitted to Korea or Japan. There is an old collection of mantra-dharanis BS 


” See Sanskrit Texts from the Imperial Palace at Peking in the Manchurian, Chinese, Mongolian and 
Tibetan Scripts, edited by Prof. Dr. Lokesh Chandra from the Collection of Prof. Dr. Raghu 
Vira, Part 6 (= Satapitaka Series, LXX, 6) (New Delhi: International Academy of Indian Culture, 
1968), p. 1493-1498 {= 5 2 HS 5 % 52-57 3}. For further details see A. Yuyama, Toyo Gakubé, 
LXVI, p. 355a-356a, n. 6. 


8 Reproductions of the rubbings are to be found in: Prince Roland Bonaparte, Documents de l’époque 
mongole des XII et XIV" siécles (Gravé et imprimé pour l’auteur, Paris, 1895), Planche II (rubbings by 
Edouard Chavannes); MHiaabtes - EBM, 22% GRAaRAB LAM, 1957), Vol. Il, Plate XCI: - 
with a detailed introduction by Gadjin Nagao RBHEA & Akira Fujieda MARS; - also MAX 
ae + BAER EA : BSc (bee, XII (Second edition - Kyoto: Hozokan, 1976), Part I, Plate LXIV (with 
a commentary, IT p. 64-71). 

® See e.g. A. Yuyama, Toyo Gakubé, LXVI, p. 332; - - , ZDMG, Supplementband X, p. 431. 


167 


PDF Version: ARIRIAB III (2000) 


#2 transcribed originally in the order of Hangul f&@ /#X, Chinese #X 
and Siddham #§% characters. The oldest text was printed in 1569 CE, i.e. two 
centuries after the 1346 Temple Yeon-bog two-script version. The three-character 
version must have been popular and was thereafter reprinted in the years 1658, 
1688 and 1777 CE. The latest edition was printed in a revised form in 1800 CE - 
with additional mantra-dhaéranis, this time in Siddham, Chinese and Hangul 
scripts.'° This edition had not been known to Genmyéo Ono in 1933 when he edited 
the Bussho Kaisetsu Daijiten (see Vol. VI, p. 192a, qg.v.). Fortunately, it has recently 
been reprinted photomechanically twice in Seoul.'’ Unfortunately, however, the 
text of our UvDh is rather corrupt, in particular the portion that is written in the 
Siddham script. The text is very different from the Yeon-bog Temple version. 


Tz‘u-hsien’s Version 


Another UvDh that I have treated with great interest is the version transliterated by 
Tz‘u-hsien #4 from Magadha, or *Maitrabhadra, National Preceptor of the Ch‘i- 
t‘an 32F} kingdom. This is yet another version among many others.” His version is 
to be found only on a stone slate kept in the famed Yiin-ch‘u-sst 2/6 of Fang- 
shan SIL. This text has fortunately been reproduced in facsimile form from 
rubbings, first in the form of a rubbing: Fang-shan Shib-ching BUA BRED, 
XXI (Peking 1991), p. 499." Then later it appeared in an edition on a positive print: 
Chun-bua Ta-ts‘ang-ching P3E KIS, LXVIII (Peking 1993), p. 460. 


The most important matter regarding this Tz‘u-hsien’s version is that it exists only 
on the so-called Fang-shan Stone-plate Ta-ts‘ang-ching. This means that it has not 
been recognized as a text with imperial authorization. As a matter of fact, as far as 
the Fang-shan version tells us, it is rather corrupt. It is indeed strange, however, 
that Tz‘i-hsien, a high-ranking Indian monk, would not have done the work 
carefully enough. Carving a sacred text in stone is done in order to preserve it for 


' For further details see a bibliographical dictionary of Korean Buddhist literature published in 
Japanese: RBAFR (ASOC(LIAATG  E( BAR GRR - BPTI, 1982), p. 3726. 
"! The first reprint was published in 1978 (#034PS), and next in 1988 (Z#kt55 £48) with a brief but 
comprehensive introductory preface by Dr. Li GAS/H - 982%). 

? For further details see A. Yuyama, “The Upsnisa-vijayaé Dhérani Transliterated by Tz‘ti-hsien”, 
Bauddhavidyasudharakab: Studies in Honour of Heinz Bechert On the Occasion of His 65th Birthday, edited 
by Petra Kieffer-Piilz and Jens-Uwe Hartmann (= Indica et Tibetica, XXX) (Swisttal-Odendorf: Indica 
et Tibetica Verlag, 1997), p. 729-742 (incl. 2 plates) 

3 For the Fang-shan Stone Scriptures see among others an enlightening work edited recently by 
Yasunori KEGASAWA: RAR PRRBARORA BUBEFHRS Pic) RBAF 
FIT 1996), e.g. p. 476. 
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future generations. It is perplexing that he would not undertake the project with the 
utmost care. No wonder, then, it was not admitted into any extant Ta-ts‘ang-ching in 
China.” 


A Version from Nepal 


To the best of my knowledge, no version preserved in the Indic original has ever 
been properly treated. In this paper, therefore, I wish to pay attention to an Indic 
text. Although it is only the study of one text, I wish to use it as a step towards 
future research into the textual tradition as a whole. I feel compelled to do this even 
though at present I have no other good sample version to use for comparison. 


Let us first make a faithful transliteration with some corrections of apparent scribal 
errors and damage, mostly additions by way of sharp-edged brackets < >. And then I 
will try to reconstruct the version. The UvDhd begins afresh and independent from a 
new folio as does the next. The very text thus ends on folio 13b (or 336) with a 
space left blank before the next text / folio. On the first folio, i.e. folio 11b (or 332 
numbered by the editor) is found an illustrative figure (probably painted in colour), 
which must doubtlessly be the icon of the deity Usnisa-Vijaya. In reconstructing 
this version, there is not enough space to quote all the variant readings but only a 
few important ones along with full textual remarks. Regarding the dandas, I shall 
not debate whether they read eka-dandas, dvi-dandas or no dandas. 


The scribal hand of this text from Nepal looks the same throughout the entire 
manuscript. The Dhérani Collection must, therefore, have been copied by a single 
scribe. As usual, a letter like the Arabic numeral 8 is used for a visarga, as well as a 
sign at the end of a sentence before dvi-dandas, e.g. buddhayab (for buddhaya, 
11b1/332.1), suahab (for su@ha@, 12a3/333.1). I have indicated unnecessary letters 
with round brackets ( ). Some other signs are also used in the following romanized 
and reconstructed texts: < > for missing letter(s) in the manuscript, the square 
brackets [ ] for damaged or illegible portions. Dubious readings are noted with { }. 
Note that in this manuscript the sign § (and a single example of ‘ at 12b1/334.1) is 
used for a punctuation and the numeral 2 for a repetition of a word or phrase (i.e. to 


save the scribal labour!). Such signs are frequently seen in Indic manuscripts. 


Some graphical remarks: 


Most of the following examples are not at all unusual in a number of manuscripts 


4 See A. Yuyama, “The Usnisa-vijaya Dharani Transliterated by Tz‘ii-hsien”, esp. p. 737 (§3.1-2). 
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from Nepal, and are often seen elsewhere, too. A sibilant ¢ is often written as a 
dental s in consonant clusters, e.g. rasmi- (for rasmi-, 12a2, 13a4), samasvasayantu 
(for samasv°, 13a2-3). Note also a simple mistake like parisuddha- (12a2). It is quite 
common to see a duplicated t, m, v or y after r, e.g. °varttandya (12a4, [12bl1)), 
karmma- (12a4), °air m-maba-' (11b5), dharmma (13b1), sarvva- (passim), aryya- 
(13a5). A retroflex » may well be a usual confusion seen frequently in Indic 


manuscripts from Nepal, e.g. gagana- (for gagana-, passim). 


The same syllable, or a word containing the same sound at the beginning, is often 
omitted, probably by simple mistake or carelessness, e.g. sugata-<vara->vacana- 
(11b5), a-<sama->samanta- (11b4), maba-<mudra->mantra- (lab5), 
hrdaya<dhisthana>dhisthite (12a3), samayd<dhisthana>dhisthite (12b1-2), but vaj<r>a- 
stambha <bha>va<n>tu (13al) may simply be for vajram=bhavantu! It may also be 
noted here that a word or phrase is repeated carelessly at the turn of lines (and 
folios), e.g. vaj<r>odbhave (12b5-13a1), sodhaya 2 (13a3-4). 


The most irritating one is vaja-; vajini (for vajra-, passim; vajrini, 13a1). But vajra- 
at 12a4 seems to be correct, though not apparent enough! The scribe must have 
seen no difference between ja and jra! The anusvaras could simply be damaged, 
worn or rubbed off, e.g. sa<m>hata<na>- (12a4). There are annoying anusvaras 
added meaninglessly, e.g.  adhisthand(m)dhisthita- (12a5 et al.), 
buddha (nam)dbisthand (n)dhisth<i>te (12b4). 


Faithful transliteration 


(Folio 11b1/332.1) om namo buddhayah // om namo bhagavatye sarvva-trailokya- 
prati(.2)visistaya buddhaya te namah / tad-yatha // om bhram bhram bhram 
Sodhaya (.3) viSodhaya 2 a-samantavabhasa-spharana-gati-gagana-sva(.4)bhava- 
vis[u]ddhe usnisa-vijaya-parisuddhe abhisim<cam/can>tu mam sa(.5)rvva-tathagatah 
sugata-<vara>-vacanamrtabhisekair m-maha-<mudra->mantra-(12a1/333.1)padaih 
// om ahara 2 Ayu<h>-samdharani Sodhaya 2 visodhaya 2 gagana-svabhiava- 
visuddhe usnisa-(.2)vijaya-parisuddhe // sahasra-rasmi-samcodite — sarvva- 
tathagatavalokini sat-paramiti-paripa(.3)rani // — sarvva-tathagata-matra daéa- 
bhimi-pratisthite // sarvva-tathagata-hrdaya<dhisthana>dhisthite svahah // (.4) 
om mudre 2  maha-mudre vajra-kaya-sa<m>hata<na>-parisuddhe ‘, sarvva- 
karmmavarana-visuddhe _pratinivarttana(.5)ya  visuddhe _sarvva-tathagata- 
samayadhisthanadhisthite svaha // om mudre 2 maha-mudre vaj<r>a-kaya- 
sa<m>(12b1/334.1)[hatana-parisuddhe] ‘ —_ sarvva-karmmévara[na-pa]riSuddhe 
pratiniva[rtta]naya visuddhe — sa<r>vva-tathagata-~samaya(.2)<dhisthana>dhisthite 
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svaha // ommuni2 maha-muni vimuni <2> maha-vimuni ‘, mati 2 maha-mati ‘, 
ma-mati su-(3)mati ‘, tathagata-bhata-koti-pariguddhe _visphurita-<buddhe> 
visuddhe ‘, om he he jaya jaya vijaya // sma(.4)ra smara //_ sma smara sma // 
sma spharaya 2 sarvva-buddha(nam)dhisthana(m)dhisth<i>te svaha // om 
Suddhe 2. bu(.5)ddhe 2 maf{va?!}j<r>e 2 maha-vaj<r>e su-vaj<r>e // vaj<r>a- 
garbhe jaya-garbhe vijaya-garbhe ‘, vaj<r>a-jvasa{jvala?!}-garbhe - 
vaj<r>odbhave (13a1/335.1) // — vaj<r>odbhave sarvva-<va>j<r>a-sambhave // 
vaj<r>ini vaj<r>a-stambha <bha>va<n>tu mama Sariram sarvva-satvanam ca_ kaya- 
parigsu<ddhir> bha(.2)vantu , mama <sada> sarvva-gati-pariguddhis ca sarvva- 
tathagata-hrday4<dhisthana>dhisthite // sarvva-tathagatas ca sama(.3)svasayantu // 
om buddhe 2 siddhya 2 bodhaya 2 vibodhaya<2>// mocaya2 vimocaya 2 
Sodhaya 2 §0(.4)dhaya 2 {so repeated} viSodhaya 2 samantan mocaya 2 


samanta-rasmi-parasmita-parisuddhim sarvva-tathagata- 
(.5)hrdayadhisthana(m)dhisthite // om mudre 2. <maha-mudre> maha-mudra- 
mantra-padaih svaha // //  aryya-u(13b1/336.1)[sni]sa-vijaya nama 


dharani parisamaptam // ye [dha]rmma va ‘, hetu-prabhava ‘, hetu<m> tekham 
{?} (.2) tathagatah h<y> avadat tesim§ ca ‘, yo nirodha ‘, evam-vadi maha-sravan<ah> 
4 f/saubham //  // 


Reconstructed Text 


(11b1/332.1) om namo buddhiaya’’ // om namo bhagavate //"* sarwva-trailokya- 
prati(.2)visistaya buddhaya te namah // 


tad-yatha //_ om bhram bhram bhram // Sodhaya éodhaya’’ // (.3) viSodhaya 
visodhaya // —a-sama'*-samant4vabhasa-spharana-gati-gagana °-sva(.4)bhava- 
visuddhe // usnisa-vijaya-pariguddhe // abhisificantu”” mam sa(.5)rva-tathagatah 
sugata-vara’-vacanamrtabhisekair maha”’-mudra-”’mantra-(12a1/333.1) padaih // 


'S Ms buddbayab! This phrase of homage is missing in both Yiian-Koryé & Tz‘i-hsien! 

'6 Ms bhagavatye (no danda). This may have meant bhagavatyai, dat., with the deity in mind. 

'7 The scribe has most probably dropped a repetition sign “2” at the end of the line! 

'8 Ms omits -sama-, most probably through the scribe’s carelessness, as it is followed by the same 
letters. 

'° The scribe writes gagana- (for gagana-) in all cases! No further note will therefore be given 
hereinafter. 

20 Ms abbisim<can>tu! The scribe has certainly dropped ca (with anusvara), i.e. cam! 

71 Ms omits vara-, a usual careless mistake as the following word begins with the same sound va-! 

2 Ms mmaba- after —r of air! This phenomenon is very common within words, e.g. dharmma-, 
karmma-. 

23 Ms missing mudré-, since the sound m- is repeated thrice! Another careless mistake! 
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om ahara ahara // ayuh’*-samdharani® // Sodhaya sodhaya // visodhaya 
visodhaya // — gagana-svabhava-viguddhe // usnisa-(.2)vijaya-pariguddhe” // 
sahasra-rasmi-’samcodite // sarva-tathagatAvalokini // sat-paramita-paripw(.3)rani 
//  sarva-tathagata-matra® // daSa-bhumi-pratisthite // — sarva-tathagata- 
hrdayadhisthanadhisthite” svaha’? // 


(4) om mudre mudre maha-mudre // vajra-kaya-samhatana-"'pariguddhe // 
sarva-karmavarana-visuddhe // pratinivartana(.5)ya // mamiayur-visuddhe”? // 


sarvva-tathagata-samayadhisthanadhisthite svaha //*” 


om muni muni maha-muni // vimuni vimuni** maha-vimuni // mati mati maha- 
mati // ma-mati su-(.3)mati // tathagata-bhata-*koti-parisuddhe // visphurita- 
buddhe // viguddhe //* 


om he he jaya jaya vijaya”’ // sma(.4)ra smara // sphara sphara’® // *spharaya 


24 Ms ayu- (for dyub-), which must simply be a careless mistake, not by Middle Indicism! Cf. Yiian- 
Koryd maméyub-°!, but Tz‘t-hsien ayub- (or possibly ayu-)! 

5 Ms °ni for °pi, voc. (= Yiian-Koryd). Cf. lokini, voc. (12a2/333.2), °-paritirani, voc. (12a2-3/333.2- 
3)! 

26 Ms °suddhe (for °suddbe), a simple mistake as noted above. 

27 Ms rasmi- (for rasmi-) in all cases, as noted above. No further note will therefore be given 
hereinafter. 

?8 So reads Ms (for normal Skt. matar, voc., of matr-)! It may well be a confusion of the vocative 
forms of fem. 4-stems, i.e. at(r)a- (cf. amba- : amba, voc., “Mother!”, RV +.); cf. Edgerton, BHSGr, 
9.15, 13.7! Cf. Yiian-Koryé & Tz‘i-hsien °-mate, voc. (of mata- < matr-)! 

2° Ms °a<dbisthand>dbisthite, a usual careless mistake by the scribe as mentioned above. No further 
note will therefore be given hereinafter. 

0 Ms svabab (for svaha@) as mentioned above. 

3) Ms vaj<r>a-kiya-sa<m>hata<na>-, Yiian-Kory6 & Tz‘i-hsien vajra-kaya-sambatana-. See next 
note! 

32 Ms simply vifuddbe, which may be out of place. Cf. Yiian-Koryo & Tz‘i-hsien: maméyur-visuddbe! 
3 This whole paragraph is repeated in the Ms!: om mudre 2 maha-mudre vaj<r>a-kaya-sac<m>(12b1 / 
334.1)(batana-parisuddhe] ‘ sarvva-karmmavara{na-pajrisuddbe pratiniva[rtta]naya visuddhe  sa<r>vva- 
tathagata-samaya(.2)<dhisthand>dbisthite suaba // 

* The repetition sign “2” is mistakenly missed by the scribe. 

35 Ms tathagata-bh[ujta-°, i.e. tathagata-bhita-°, must be wrong. Cf. Yiian-Koryd: tathata-bhata-°. 
But Tz‘i-hsien tatha-bhita-kuti-° may also be corrupt! 

3° Ms visphurita-<buddbe>! I wonder if Yiian-Kory6 visphuta-buddbe / suddbe / and Tz‘i-hsien 
visphuta-visuddhe make better sense! I leave the question of visphuta- / vispburita- for the time being! 
7 Ms jaya jaya vijaya (not vijaya)! Cf. Yiian-Kory6 jaya jaya / vijaya vijaya. Tz‘i-hsien jaya jaya maba- 
jaya’ 

°8 So reads Yiian-Koryé, while Ms sma smara sma (a mere corruption?); cf. Tz‘i-hsien sphura sphura! 
The latter may suggest something in relation to visphuta- / visphurita-'? 

°° Before this reads Ms strangely annoying sya again! 
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spharaya //  sarva-buddhadhisthanadhisthite™ svaha // 


om suddhe éuddhe // bu(.5)ddhe buddhe* // vajre vajre maha-vajre® // su-vajre // 
vajra-garbhe // jaya-garbhe // vijaya-garbhe //  vajra-jvala-garbhe*? // 
(13a1/335.1) vajrodbhave* // vajra-sambhave* // vajrini // vajram bhavantu® // 
mama Sariram sarva-satvanam ca kaya-parisuddhir” bha(.2)vantu // mama sada® 
sarva-gati-parisuddhis ca // sarva-tathagata-hrday4<dhistha>dhisthite // sarva- 
tathagatas ca mam” sama(.3)$vasayantu // 


om buddhe buddhe*’ //  siddhya siddhya // bodhaya bodhaya // vibodhaya 
vibodhaya™” // mocaya mocaya // vimocaya vimocaya // éodhaya sodhaya // 
{.4}° viSodhaya vigodhaya // samantan mocaya mocaya // samanta-rasmi- 
pariguddhe™ //  sarva-tathagata-(.5)hrdayadhisthanadhisthite® // 


om mudre mudre maha-mudre //** maha-mudra-mantra-pade” // svaha // // 


© Ms sarvva-buddha[nam]dbisthana[m]dbisth<i>te! 

| The repetition sign “2” is missing again — at the turn of lines! 

” Ms ma{va! }i<r>e 2 maba-vaj<re! 

*® So read Yiian-Koryé & Tz‘i-hsien; Ms vaj<r>a-jvasa (jvala?}-garbhe! 

* So read Yiian-Koryé & Tz‘i-hsien; Ms repeats vajodbhave (12b5-13a1) vajodbhave, again at the 
turn of lines / folios! 

*S Ms sarvua-<va>j<r>a-sambhave, which may simply be a corruption for vajra-°! Cf. Yiian-Kory6 
vajra-sambhave; Vzt-hsien vajra-sambhavi (preceded by vajrodbhavi)! 

4© Ms vaj<r>a-stambha <bha>va<n>tu! This must originally have intended vajram bhavantu (so Yiian- 
Kory6); but Tz‘t-hsien vajram bhavatu! 

*” So reads Yiian-Kory6; Ms °-parisu<ddbir>! Cf. Tz't-hsien °-parisuddbis ca bhavatu! 

*8 Ms mama <sada>! Yiian-Kory6 & Tz‘ii-hsien me sada. 

®” This may well be out of place or superfluous, as the phrase is found at the end of the next 
paragraph. It is not found in Yiian-Kory6. But Tz‘i-hsien instead reads sarva-tathagatah samasvasa- 
nisthite! 

© The scribe must have carelessly dropped mam! Both Yiian-Koryé & Tz‘i-hsien read it and make 
sense! 

*! This may be emended to buddbya buddhya (so read Yiian-Koryé & Tz‘i-hsien). 

*? The repetition sign “2” is missing! 

°3 The scribe repeats the phrase by mistake again at the turn of lines: so(.4)dhaya 2! 

*4 So read Yiian-Koryd & Tz‘i-hsien; but Ms strangely samanta-rasmi-parasmita-parisuddbinn! 

°° So read Yiian-Koryd & Tz‘ii-hsien; but Ms hrdayddhisthana(m)dbisthite! 

°° Ms missing maha-mudre, which read Yiian-Koryd & Tz‘i-hsien. 

7 So reads Yiian-Koryé, but but Tz‘i-hsien <smaha-mudra->mantra-pada-nisthite! Ms °-padaib, cf. 
Ms at 12al °-padaib, preceded by sugata-vara-vacandmrtabhisekair (11b5-12a1)! 
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arya-u(13b1/336.1)snisa-vijaya® nama dharani parisamapta” // 


ve dharma” hetu-prabhava” —hetum tesam® (.2) tathagato™ hy avadat / 
tesam® ca yo nirodha —_ evam-vadi®* maha-sramanah” // 


// Sabham // 


Concluding Remarks in Brief 


This version from Nepal is very corrupt in various ways, as can be seen above. I may 
have pointed out those careless mistakes rather bitterly. One may doubt if it is 
worth examining such a corrupt text as this. I would nevertheless think it necessary 
at this stage to study even this kind of sample text for future investigations. 


It is therefore to be much regretted that, owing to limited time and space, I have 
been unable to compare it with the versions at Chii-yung-kuan in the Yiian dynasty 
(inscribed ca. 1345 CE) and at Yeon-bog-sa in the Koryé dynasty (cast in 1346 CE) 
in more detail (see foomote 3 above). These seem to me the most elaborate and best 
collated UvDh version among the extant texts outside the Indic region. 


°8 Ms °-vijaya! Jt must simply be a mistake, not the confusion with bija- and the like! 

°° Ms °ptam, a simple habitual mistake, not the confusion of gender! 

° There is no end of quoting various examples of the so-called “Pratityasamutpada-gatha”, although 
it still remains with a number of philological problems on this verse, in particular metrical, This 
gatha is missing in Yiian-Koryé & Tz‘i-hsien. For the time being see e.g. the articles by A. Yuyama 
and Y. Kurumiya in Japanese: ¥LU8H, “(+ Aim) RABE”, OBSRBBHR, XX, 1 (1971), 
p. 448(48)-444(52); ABBAS, “b5-ODR SR’, RHABLESMICSMCR - ABAEOR 
ER (GSR - 323857 BH, 1997), p. 915-933, and the most recent work in this connection Marek 
Mejor, “The Arya-dharma-dhatu-garbha-vivarana Ascribed to Nagarjuna”, Saéryacandraya: Essays in 
Honour of Akira Yuyama On the Occasion of His 65th Birthday, edited by Paul Harrison and Gregory 
Schopen (= Indica et Tibetica, XXXV) (Swisttal-Odendorf 1998), p. 125-133. 

5! Ms here reads vd ‘, superfluously. This may have meant an emphatic vd (cf. Edgerton, BHSD, p. 
475b, va, s.v. 2)!? 

°? Ms °-prabhava, but °-prabhétva(b) must certainly be original (cf. Yuyama, op.cit., passim)! 

° Ms betu<m> tekham (2}! 

° Ms tathagatah must simply be a mistake. 

% Ms tesams, a hyper-Sktic mistake! 

$6 Ms °-vadi must simply be a mistake (cf. Yuyama, op.cit., p. 447(49)f.; $5)! 

$7 Ms °-Sravan<ah> (not with retroflex 7) is simply a mistake for sramanab, it may not be a graphical 
confusion with sravana- (cf. Edgerton, BHSD, p. 534b, q.v.)! 
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With regard to source materials, there still remain a large number of texts, 
including the tomb inscriptions which have recently been unearthed in the Yunnan 
Province. There may be undiscovered inscriptional evidence on the Indian 


subcontinent in addition to manuscripts. 


The accumulation of such tiny research work will be beneficial not just in the field 
of Buddhist history but to Asian studies as a whole. 
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